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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -29 are subject to examination. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 12/07/2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive for the following reasons as explained under the claim Rejections - 35 
USC §112. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 1-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Referring to claim 1, 
Claim 1 recites: 

"a set of applications associated with a universal resource locator" 

"a request for a first application from a second application wherein the request 

includes the universal resource locator and a user identification" 

Claim thus states that the request from a second application received includes 

the universal resource locator and a user identification. This means that "a second 

application" is not included in the set of applications. 

Claim 1 further recites: 



Application/Control Number: 09/981 ,873 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2154 

"modifying the universal resource locator based on the user identification, 
wherein the step of modifying maintains the universal resource locator unchanged as 
shown in the second application; " 

How and why modifying has to occur on " the universal resource locator based on 
the user identification" when "the request from a second application is received" already 
"includes the universal resource locator and a user identification" and how " a selected 
application within the set of applications is related to the request when request is for "a 
first application from a second application and "a set of applications associated with a 
universal resource locator" is not including "a second application"? 

How is "the step of modifying maintains the universal resource locator 
unchanged as shown in the second application;" when the same claim limitation recites 
" modifying the universal resource locator based on the user identification.", and when 
the request is for a first application from the second application includes the universal 
resource locator and a user identification" for "a first application"? 

How is it determined to "maintain" the universal resource locator unchanged as 
shown in the second application" ? 

How is it determined "as shown in the second application" when "a set of 
applications associated with a universal resource locator" is not including "a second 
application" and when the request is for a first application from the second application 
includes the universal resource locator and a user identification" for "a first application"? 
Now claim further recites: 
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"directing the request to a selected application within the set of applications using 
the modified the universal resource locator." 

How the request is directed to "a selected application within the set of 
applications" when "a set of applications associated with a universal resource locator" 
and the request is for a first application? Thus, it is also unclear where "a selected 
application within the set of applications" is situated and the request is directed to finally 
" a selected application" when the request is for a first application. 

And if the request has to be directed to a selected application within the set of 
applications using the modified universal resource locator , then what, if any, modifying 
the universal resource locator based on the user identification, would do when the 
request is for a first application? 

Finally, how is it possible to direct a request using the modified the universal 
resource locator to a selected application within the set of applications wherein " a set of 
applications" is associated with "a universal resource locator" and the request is for a 
first application? 
Referring to claims 2-6, 

Claims 2-6 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 1 . 
Referring to claim 7, 
Claim 7 recites : 

"associating the plurality of applications with a first universal resource locator" 
" receiving a request for a first application from a second application wherein the 
request includes the first universal resource locator and an identification of a user" 
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Claim thus states that the request from a second application received includes 
the first universal resource locator and an identification of a user. This means that "a 
second application" is not included in the plurality of applications. 
Claim 7 further recites: 

"modifying the first universal resource locator based on the user identification, 
wherein the step of modifying maintains the first universal resource locator unchanged 
as shown in the second application; " 

How and why modifying has to occur on " the first universal resource locator 
based on the user identification" when "the request from a second application received" 
already "includes the first universal resource locator and an identification of a user" 
when request is for "a first application from a second application and "associating the 
plurality of applications with a first universal resource locator" is not including "a second 
application"? 

How is "the step of modifying maintains the first universal resource locator 
unchanged as shown in the second application;" when the same claim limitation recites 
" modifying the first universal resource locator based on the user identification.", and "the 
request is received from the second application includes the first universal resource 
locator and an identification of a user" provided that "associating the plurality of 
applications with a first universal resource locator" is not including "a second 
application"? 
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How is it determined to "maintain" the universal resource locator unchanged as 
shown in the second application" when "associating the plurality of applications with a 
first universal resource locator" is not including "a second application"? 

How is it determined "as shown in the second application" when "associating the 
plurality of applications with a first universal resource locator" is not including "a second 
application" and "a second application" is not included in the plurality of applications"? 
Now claim 7 further recites: 

"redirecting the request to the modified the universal resource locator to a particular 
application within the plurality of applications" 

How the request is directed to "a particular application within the plurality of 
applications" when "associating the plurality of applications with a first universal 
resource locator" and the request is for a first application? Thus, it is also unclear 
where "a particular application within the plurality of applications" is situated and the 
request is redirected to finally " a particular application within the plurality of applications 
when the request is for a first application?. 

And if the request is directed to a particular application within the plurality of 
applications using the modified universal resource locator , then what, if any, modifying 
the universal resource locator based on the user identification, would do when the 
request is for a first application? 

Finally, how is it possible to redirect a request using the modified the universal 
resource locator to a particular application within the plurality of applications wherein 
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"associating the plurality of applications with a first universal resource locator" is 
provided and when the request is for a first application? 
Referring to claims 8 and 9, 

Claims 8 and 9 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 7. 
Referring to claim 10, 
Claim 10 recites: 

"receive a request for a first application from a second application in which the 
request includes a universal resource locator and a user identification; 

Claim thus states that the request from a second application received includes 
the universal resource locator and a user identification. This means that "a second 
application" is not included in the first application. 
Claim 10 further recites: 

"modifying the universal resource locator based on the user identification, 
wherein the step of modifying maintains the universal resource locator unchanged as 
shown in the second application; " 

How and why modifying has to occur on " the universal resource locator based on 
the user identification" when "the request from a second application is received" already 
"includes the universal resource locator and a user identification" and "how "a selected 
application within a set of applications " is related when request is for "a first application 
from a second application and "a second application" is not included in the first 
application. ? 
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How is "the step of modifying maintains the universal resource locator 
unchanged as shown in the second application;" when the same claim limitation recites 
" modifying the universal resource locator based on the user identification.", and "the 
request is when request is for "a first application from a second application includes the 
universal resource locator and a user identification" for " a first application"? 

How is it determined to "maintain" the universal resource locator unchanged as 
shown in the second application" ? 

How is it determined "as shown in the second application" when "a second 
application" is not included in the set of applications" and when request is for "a first 
application from a second application and "a second application" is not included in the 
first application. ? 
Now claim 10 further recites: 

"direct the request to a selected application within the set of applications using 
the modified the universal resource locator." 

How the request is directed to "a selected application within the set of 
applications" when request is for "a first application from a second application and ^a 
second application" is not included in the first application "? Thus, it is also unclear 
where "a selected application within the set of applications" is situated. 

And if the request is directed to a selected application within the set of 
applications using the universal resource locator , then what does, if any, modifying the 
universal resource locator based on the user identification would do? 
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Finally, how is it possible to direct a request using the modified the 
universal resource locator wherein " a set of applications" is not associated with any 
universal resource locator and when the request is for "a first application from a second 
application in which the request includes a universal resource locator" and "a second 
application" is not included in the first application. ? 
Referring to claim 11, 

Claim 1 1 is a claim to a data processing system that carries out the method steps 
of claim 7. Therefore claim 1 1 is rejected for the reasons set forth for claim 7. 
Referring to claim 12, 

Claim 12 is a claim to a data processing system that carries out the method steps 
of claim 1 . Therefore claim 12 is rejected for the reasons set forth for claim 1 . 
Referring to claims 13-17, 

Claims 13-17 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 12. 

Referring to claim 18, 

Claim 18 is a claim to a data processing system that carries out the method steps 
of claim 7. Therefore claim 18 is rejected for the reasons set forth for claim 7. 
Referring to claims 19 and 20, 

Claims 19 and 20 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 

18. 

Referring to claim 21 , 
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Claim 21 is a claim to computer program products in a computer readable 
medium that carries out the method steps of claim 1 . Therefore claim 21 is rejected for 
the reasons set forth for claim 1 . 
Referring to claims 22-26, 

Claims 22-26 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 21 . 
Referring to claim 27, 

Claim 27 is a claim to a computer program products in a computer readable 
medium that carries out the method steps of claim 7. Therefore claim 27 is rejected for 
the reasons set forth for claim 7. 
Referring to claims 28 and 29, 

Claims 28 and 29 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 

27. 

5. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Referring to claims 1, 7 and 10 and their dependent claims, 

6. Claims 1, 7, 10 and their dependent claims are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) 
contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

How is it possible "modifying" the URL can maintain the URL "unchanged"? 
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Referring to claim 11, 

Claim 1 1 is a claim to a data processing system that carries out the method steps 
of claim 7. Therefore claim 1 1 is rejected for the reasons set forth for claim 7. 
Referring to claim 12, 

Claim 12 is a claim to a data processing system that carries out the method steps 
of claim 1 . Therefore claim 12 is rejected for the reasons set forth for claim 1 . 
Referring to claims 13-17, 

Claims 13-17 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 12. 

Referring to claim 18, 

Claim 18 is a claim to a data processing system that carries out the method steps 
of claim 7. Therefore claim 18 is rejected for the reasons set forth for claim 7. 
Referring to claims 19 and 20, 

Claims 19 and 20 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 

18. 

Referring to claim 21, 

Claim 21 is a claim to computer program products in a computer readable 
medium that carries out the method steps of claim 1 . Therefore claim 21 is rejected for 
the reasons set forth for claim 1 . 
Referring to claims 22-26, 

Claims 22-26 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 21 . 
Referring to claim 27, 
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Claim 27 is a claim to a computer program products in a computer readable 
medium that carries out the method steps of claim 7. Therefore claim 27 is rejected for 
the reasons set forth for claim 7. 
Referring to claims 28 and 29, 

Claims 28 and 29 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 

27. 

Referring to claims 1, 7 and 10 and their dependent claims, 

7- Claims 1, 7, 10 and their dependent claims are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
first paragraph, as based on a disclosure, which is not enabling. Step "showing the URL 
unchanged in the second application before the shown URL is utilized in the modifying 
step "is critical or essential to the practice of the invention, but not included in the 
claim(s) is not enabled by the disclosure. See In re Mayhew, 527 F.2d 1229, 188 
USPQ 356 (CCPA1976). 
Referring to claim 1 1 , 

Claim 1 1 is a claim to a data processing system that carries out the method steps 
of claim 7. Therefore claim 1 1 is rejected for the reasons set forth for claim 7. 
Referring to claim 12, 

Claim 12 is a claim to a data processing system that carries out the method steps 
of claim 1 . Therefore claim 1 2 is rejected for the reasons set forth for claim 1 . 
Referring to claims 1 3-1 7, 

Claims 13-17 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 12. 
Referring to claim 18, 
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Claim 1 8 is a claim to a data processing system that carries out the method steps 
of claim 7. Therefore claim 18 is rejected for the reasons set forth for claim 7. 
Referring to claims 19 and 20, 

Claims 19 and 20 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 

18. 

Referring to claim 21 , 

Claim 21 is a claim to computer program products in a computer readable 
medium that carries out the method steps of claim 1 . Therefore claim 21 is rejected for 
the reasons set forth for claim 1 . 
Referring to claims 22-26, 

Claims 22-26 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 21 . 
Referring to claim 27, 

Claim 27 is a claim to computer program products in a computer readable 
medium that carries out the method steps of claim 7. Therefore claim 27 is rejected for 
the reasons set forth for claim 7. 
Referring to claims 28 and 29, 

Claims 28 and 29 are rejected because of their dependency on the rejected claim 

27. 



For the reasons stated above, the previous rejection is maintained. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 

form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless -(b) the invention was patented or 
described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in 
this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

9. Claims 1,4-6, 10, 12, 15-17, 21, and 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by McDonough et al. (hereinafter McDonough) (US 5, 991, 878). 
Referring to claim 1, 

McDonough teaches a method in a data processing system for managing 
access to a set of applications associated with a universal resource locator (Fig. 1 , col. 
2, line 48-52), the method comprising: 

receiving a request, wherein the request includes the universal resource locator 
(col. 2, line 58-61 , col. 3, line 1 5-20) and a user identification (col. 3, line 39-44, col. 4, 
line 64-col. 5, line 6) ; and 

directing the request to a selected application within the set of applications using 
the universal resource locator and the user identification, (col. 5, line 7-30). 
Referring to claims 4 and 5, 

McDonough teaches the method of claim 1 further comprising: replacing the 
selected application with a new selected application, and the method of claim 4, wherein 
the new selected application is a new version of the selected application. Col. 5, line 27- 
39, note: another application instance is selected for the user is a new application.) 
Referring to claim 6, 



Application/Control Number: 09/981 ,873 Page 1 5 

Art Unit: 2154 

McDonough teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein each application within the 
set of applications is assigned to a different universal resource locator (col.2, line 53-57) 
and wherein the directing step comprises: 

identifying the set of applications using a corresponding universal resource 
locator; identifying a selected application from the set of applications based on the 
user identification(col.2, line 53-57); and 

sending the request to the selected application using an assigned universal 
resource locator assigned to the selected applications (col.2, line 58-63, col. 5, line 7- 
30). 

Referring to claim 10, 

McDonough teaches data processing system comprising: a bus system; a 
communications unit connected to the bus system; a memory connected to the bus 
system, wherein the memory includes a set of instructions and a processing unit 
connected to the bus system (Fig.1, element 16, note; these claimed limitations are 
inherent part of the Web Server.), wherein the processing unit executes the set of 
instructions to receive a request in which the request include the universal resource 
locator (col. 2, line 58-61, col. 3, line 15-20) and a user identification (col. 3, line 39-44, 
col. 4, line 64- col. 5, line 6); and direct the request to a selected application within the 
set of applications using the universal resource locator and the user identification, (col. 
5, line 7-30). 
Referring to claim 12, 
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Claim 12 is a claim to a data processing system that carries out the method steps 
of claim 1 . Therefore claim 12 is rejected for the reasons set forth for claim 1 . 
Referring to claims 15 and 16, 

Claims 15 and 16 are claims to a data processing system that carries out the 
method steps of claims 4 and 5. Therefore claims 15 and 16 are rejected for the 
reasons set forth for claims 4 and 5. 
Referring to claim 17, 

Claim 17 is a claim to a data processing system that carries out the method steps 
of claim 6. Therefore claim 17 is rejected for the reasons set forth for claim 6. 
Referring to claim 21 , 

Claim 21 is a claim to computer program products in a computer readable 
medium that carries out the method steps of claim 1 . Therefore claim 21 is rejected for 
the reasons set forth for claim 1 . 
Referring to claims 24 and 25, 

Claims 24 and 25 are claims to computer program products in a computer 
readable medium that carries out the method steps of claims 4 and 5. Therefore claims 
24 and 25 are rejected for the reasons set forth for claims 4 and 5. 
Referring to claim 26, 

Claim 26 is a claim to computer program products in a computer readable 
medium that carries out the method steps of claim 6. Therefore claim 26 is rejected for 
the reasons set forth for claim 6. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

11. Claims 2, 3, 13,14, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over McDonough et al. (hereinafter McDonough) (US 5, 991, 878) in view 
of Levergood et al. (herein after Levergood) (US 2006/0095526 A1 ). 

Referring to claims 2 and 3, 

Keeping in mind the teachings of McDonough, McDonough specifically fails to 
teach the method of claim 1 , wherein the user identification is an internet Protocol 
address of a node originating the request, and the method of claim 1 , wherein the user 
identification is a user name located within the request. 

Levergood teaches at para., [0031] If the initial GET URL contains a SID, the 
content server determines whether the request is directed to a page within the current 
domain 106.", para.. [0014] In the preferred embodiment, a valid SID allows the client to 
access all controlled files within a protection domain without requiring further 
authorization. A protection domain is defined by the service provider and is a collection 
of controlled files of common protection within one or more servers., para. [0012], "A 
valid SID typically comprises a user identifier, an accessible domain, a key identifier, an 
expiration time such as date, the IP address of the user computer, and an unforgeable 
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digital signature such as a cryptographic hash of all of the other items in the SID 
encrypted with a secret key. " 

The SID (a session identification ) including these many user data including user 
name and user's IP address as well as appending the SID to the initial request to 
control the access to the information would be so recognized by persons of ordinary 
skill, such that it would have been obvious for one in ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to add the teachings of Levergood's session identification data 
such as user name and IP address into the McDonough's encrypted session state data 
provided as a "PRIVATE cookie. 

It would have been obvious because the SID allows the user to access specific 
document with the identification of knowing exactly who the client is and what it's IP 
address is as taught by Levergood. 
Referring to claims 13 and 14, 

Claims 13 and 14 are claims to a data processing system that carries out the 
method steps of claims 2 and 3. Therefore claims 13 and 14 are rejected for the 
reasons set forth for claims 2 and 3. 
Referring to claims 22 and 23, 

Claims 22 and 23 are claims to computer program products in a computer 
readable medium that carries out the method steps of claims 2 and 3. Therefore claims 
22 and 23 are rejected for the reasons set forth for claims 2 and 3. 
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12. Claims 7, 1 1, 18 and 27are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over McDonough et al. (hereinafter McDonough) (US 5, 991, 878) in view 
of Labarge (US 200201 88435 A1 ). 
Referring to claim 7, 

McDonough teaches a method in a data processing system for managing access to a 
plurality of applications (col.2, line 48-52, Fig.1), the method comprising: 

associating the plurality of applications with a first universal resource locator (col. 
2, line 53-57); 

receiving a request including the first universal resource locator (col. 2, line 58- 
61, col. 3, line 15-20) and an identification of a user (col. 3, line 39-44, col. 4, line 64- 
col.5, line 6); and 

redirecting the request using the first universal resource locator to a particular 
application within the plurality of applications using a particular universal resource 
locator associated with the particular application based on the identification (col. 5, line 
7-30). 

McDonough fails to teach assigning the plurality of applications with plurality of 
universal resource locators excluding the first universal resource locator. 

Labarge teaches at para. [0039, " Preferably, redirection provides flexibility for 
the URL addresses assigned to various machine translation servers. Only the 
redirection server URL needs to remain constant for access by the word processing 
application 210, while the machine translation server URLs may be changed from time 
to time to reflect configuration changes or to reflect changes in available machine 
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translation services. For example, if the ABC Translation Company goes out of 
business, the URL address for the ABC Translation Company will be removed and/or 
replaced by the URL of an alternate machine translation service designated for a given 
translation service, for example, "Japanese to English." 

Labarge's teachings would be so recognized by persons of ordinary skill, such 
that it would have been obvious for one in ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to implement these teachings at the McDonough's web server 
computer such that the flexibility is achieved in assigning the URL addressees to 
various application instances with keeping the web server's address (URL) constant and 
then redirecting the McDonough's application user to the appropriate application 
instance based on the determination of access authorization. 

This would have been obvious because it provides the flexibility wherein 
application URLs may be changed from time to time , with no user's are affected, and 
server UL can be kept constant. 
Referring to claim 11, 

Claim 1 1 is a claim to a data processing system that carries out the method steps 
of claim 7. Therefore claim 1 1 is rejected for the reasons set forth for claim 7 and Fig.1 , 
element 16, note; these claimed limitations are inherent part of the Web Server. 
Referring to claim 18, 

Claim 18 is a claim to a data processing system that carries out the method steps 
of claim 7. Therefore claim 18 is rejected for the reasons set forth for claim 7. 
Referring to claim 27, 
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Claim 27 is a claim to a computer program products in a computer readable 
medium that carries out the method steps of claim 7. Therefore claim 27 is rejected for 
the reasons set forth for claim 7. 

13. Claims 8, 9, 19, 20, 28 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over McDonough et al. (hereinafter McDonough) (US 5, 991, 878) in view 
of Labarge (US 20020188435 A1) as applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of 
Levergood et al. (herein after Levergood) (US 2006/0095526 A1). 
Referring to claim 8 and 9 

Keeping in mind the teachings of McDonough Labarge, both of these references 
fail to teach the method of claim 7 , wherein the identification is an internet Protocol 
address, and the method of claim 7, wherein the identification is a user name. 

Levergood teaches at para., [0031] If the initial GET URL contains a SID, the 
content server determines whether the request is directed to a page within the current 
domain 106.", para., [0014] In the preferred embodiment, a valid SID allows the client to 
access all controlled files within a protection domain without requiring further 
authorization. A protection domain is defined by the service provider and is a collection 
of controlled files of common protection within one or more servers., para. [0012], "A 
valid SID typically comprises a user identifier, an accessible domain, a key identifier, an 
expiration time such as date, the IP address of the user computer, and an unforgeable 
digital signature such as a cryptographic hash of all of the other items in the SID 
encrypted with a secret key. " 
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The SID (a session identification ) including these many user data including user 
name and user's IP address as well as appending the SID to the initial request to 
control the access to the information would be so recognized by persons of ordinary 
skill, such that it would have been obvious for one in ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to add the teachings of Levergood's session identification data 
such as user name and IP address into the McDonough's encrypted session state data 
provided as a "PRIVATE cookie. 

It would have been obvious because the SID allows the user to access specific 
document with the identification of knowing exactly who the client is and what it's IP 
address is as taught by Levergood. 
Referring to claims 19 and 20, 

Claims 19 and 20 are claims to a data processing system that carries out the method 
steps of claims 8 and 9. Therefore claims 19 and 20 are rejected for the reasons set 
forth for claims 8 and 9. 
Referring to claims 28 and 29, 

Claims 28 and 29 is a claim to computer program products in a computer 
readable medium that carries out the method steps of claims 8 and 9. Therefore claims 
28 and 29 are rejected for the reasons set forth for claims 8 and 9. 

Conclusion 

Examiner's note: Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the 
references as applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. 
Although the specified citations are representative of the teachings of the art and are 
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applied to the specific limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures 
may apply as well. Lt is respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing 
responses, to fully consider the references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part 
of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art 
or disclosed by the Examiner. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Ashok B. Patel whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
3972. The examiner can normally be reached on 6:30 am-4:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nathan A. Flynn can be reached on (571) 272-1915. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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